Digital technologies profoundly influenced social and economic realities, making the world more difficult to govern. These changes reached public administration, including the New Public Management (NPM), a bureaucratic model that evolved from both the new institutional economics and the notion of managerialism, and has been gaining traction in developed countries since the beginning of the 1980s. NPM, which has been based on managerialism, decentralization, de-bureaucratization, privatization and a reduction of size and scope of the administration, passed its peak in the mid-2000s. States have been undergoing a 'hollowing out' process, losing their role of provider of public services and causing increasing citizens' discontent as the NPM has been failing to deliver results. This has coincided with the accelerating development of the notion of governance (Polish: współzarządzanie), a model based on powersharing and the participation of citizens in the co-creation of institutional order and co-design of public services. Such governance, however difficult it may be to define clearly, has, in contrast to NPM, taken into account social phenomena that traditional examinations of government and public administration have overlooked.
Introduction
The digital revolution has in the previous decade become an immanent part of human existence, disrupting it in a fundamental way. The world has become chaotic and more difficult both to understand and to govern while the relationships between citizens and states have undergone a substantial change.
This transformation has also impacted the theory and practice of public management, highlighting, as never before, the outdated character of the Weberian model of public administration that is still operational in many countries worldwide as well as the exhausted potential of the New Public Management (NPM). Following the digital revolution and posteconomic crisis austerity policies, NPM, which has had a major influence on the theory and practice of public management, has met its limits of development. At the same time, the notion of governance has emerged, marking the opening of a new chapter of public management in which cooperation between the public administration and citizens plays a critical role. Accordingly, the most advanced form of governance -digital era governance -is gaining momentum with digital technologies as a central element.
These trends -the digitization of all spheres of life coupled with social transformations and followed by new dimensions of public management -are irreversible and interlinked while happening at different paces. This results in the need to implement a new holistic public management architecture to respond to tensions between digitally savvy citizens who are becoming increasingly demanding and the public administration, still working under the rules of former models.
From the Weberian model to the New Public Management
The 20 th century has been marked by the domination of two major bureaucratic models: the Weberian one and the New Public Management (NPM). The former featured formalism, vertical hierarchies, limited communication channels and has been particularly resistant to the influence of the external world. At the turn of the 20th century, it was at origin of the Progressive Era Public Administration (Hood 1995 ) that was based on three main elements: idealization of civil servants' careers separated from the labor market, limits imposed on civil servants' discretion and equal treatment of citizens based on the rule of law.
This system evolved in the second half of the 20th century from the classic model of public administration based on strict procedures, imperative relations between the government and public services' recipients towards public management that included relations with citizens as part of broadened coordination networks. It was followed by managerialism that, along with new institutional economics, originated at the turn of the 1970s and 1980s with the emergence of New Public Management. Developed in the United Kingdom, NPM was quickly embraced by the USA, New Zealand and Australia, and other OECD countries followed (Gruening 2001) .
New Public Management is defined by five main features (Hays Kearney 1997): reduction of size and scope of the administration, managerialism (bringing business models to public administration), decentralization (bringing the decision -making process closer to citizens), de-bureaucratization (focus on the outcomes, not processes) and privatization (outsourcing of services and supplies to private companies). Other key elements of NPM employed in various countries in different forms are: disaggregation of large organizational units, implementing competition and incentives to the public sector based on business examples. Borins (1995) (Dunleavy et al. 2005) pointed out three pillars of the New Public Management structure:
• Disaggregation -dividing large organizational public administration structures so as to make internal structures flat and eventually to change the management systems (a process similar to those implemented by corporations). This was followed by enhanced flexibility in human resources management, IT contracting, public tendering which altogether brought a new management structure and a new system of information circulation needed to coordinate complex management operations, • Competition -separating purchasers and providers of public services which allowed to differentiate supply modes and triggered increased competition among suppliers, • Incentivization -implementing incentives systems for civil servants on the basis of their performance.
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s New Public Management became a well-developed and coherent theory of management change based on a conviction that public sector organizations should embrace organizational benchmarks deriving from the private sector. One of the NPM doctrine's underlining features has been that the public sector enjoys a monopolistic position and does not include any incentive for productivity improvement. That is why NPM assumed that the public sector could become more effective in allocating resources by absorbing tools used in the private sector (Ehsan, Naz 2003) . This particular element of NPM thinking has been shaping public administration since the early 1980s until the early 2000s.
The first signs of NPM losing its momentum emerged in the 1990s with public policy failures, in particular in countries where NPM was most developed, such as the United Kingdom (Dunleavy, Margetts 2013) . States have been undergoing a 'hollowing out' process, losing their role of provider of public services. This was caused by a number of elements: privatization processes and a decrease in the scope of state intervention, excessive agencification and a weakening position of the civil service. In developed countries, where NPM has reached the highest levels of implementation, the introduction of private suppliers into delivering public services has turned out to be too expensive in the course of time. The governments that needed to cut public spending the most diminished the scopes of consultancy projects by limiting them in size and by renegotiating contracts.
The underlying aim of the New Public Management which was to bring savings in public expenses has therefore failed to be achieved. The economic crises that hit developed countries in the previous decade and the austerity policy that followed put pressure on corporate management -the NPM feature imported from business (Dunleavy, Margetts 2013) . Cuts in the public sector also put an end to audits (Power 1994) that were originally designed to continuously track the institutions' and civil servants' performance.
By contrast to these trends, a few examples of countries that sought savings by contracting private suppliers can be pointed out -e.g. in the case of Greece outsourcing was used as a tool to limit the excessive powers of labor unions.
In the course of time, some NPM characteristics ceased to coincide with the trends emerging in modern societies. As Vigoda (2002) indicated, today's public administration must absorb tensions caused by the need for increased responsiveness to citizens as clients and effective collaboration with them at the same time. While responsiveness -one of NPM's features -is mostly perceived as passive, unilateral reaction to requests, cooperation is a more proactive, two-sided engagement by both citizens and public administration. The latter element was clearly missing in the practice of New Public Management.
Although the Weberian model has been undergoing significant transformation in the previous century, of which NPM can serve as proof, its essence remains still in conflict with the nature of collaboration which entails cooperation, participation, negotiation and unlimited information circulation. As Frederickson put it, mutual dependencies among government, public administration, citizens and third parties are becoming a strategic goal of modern democracies on their path towards achieving a new quality of public management (Frederickson 1997) .
Most public management researchers share a view that NPM has passed its peak. Some authors (Dunleavy, Margetts 2013) have been pointing out that NPM has been dead intellectually since the mid-2000s. But the discussion continues about what NPM stagnation means for public management in countries where it has been holding a dominant position -in Anglo-American ones and in some parts of Europe, such as Scandinavia and Holland. NPM's deadlock does not necessarily means its disappearance -in a number of countries that are still under the influence of the Weberian paradigm, it can even be developing further. In some countries, such as Japan or India, NPM is still gaining traction, given that the whole generation of policy makers and civil servants has been extensively trained to work under this model.
Researchers examining the impact of digitization on public management find that NPM created a fragile, not agile model of state in which a lack of institutional stability undermined its ability to learn and to keep institutional memory (Dunleavy, Margetts 2015) . New Public Management has proved not to be responsive enough to the digital revolution and social changes related to it. NPM does not offer any kind of participation in or co-creation of the public sphere other than voting in elections or being a consumer of the delivered public service. This inability by the NPM to make a next step in its development paved the way for a new phase in the theory of public management -governance.
Governance to respond to the polycentric society
At the beginning of the 70s, Harlan Cleveland pioneered in promoting the notion of governance as an alternative to public administration (Frederickson 2004) In accordance to the "less government, more governance" approach, the notion of "centerless society" emerged (Rhodes 2006) while at the same time states had become increasingly governed in a polycentric way (Kooiman 1993 (Kooiman , 2003 . The governments' goal in the polycentric model is to enable the broadest possible public and social interactions and for public responsibilities to be managed by various agents on the grounds of cooperation, partnership and co-ownership. This model could be implemented on both local, national and international levels. What distinguished government from governance is, according to Rosenau, that government relates to acts based on formal power while governance to acts based on common goals.
Following the work of H. Cleveland, governance was promoted at the turn of the 1970s and 1980s, according to Jerzy Wilkin, by representatives of institutional economics, including Oliver Williamson (Wilkin 2013) . As Cleveland indicated, governance is based on powersharing, includes participation of 'subordinates' in the co-creation of institutional order, highlights their pro-activeness and engagement. In this model, those who have power share it with 'subordinates' in the common interest. In Poland, the term współzarządzanie has been coined by Jerzy Hausner as best fitting the English original, governance (particularly when it refers to the public sphere).
The increasing role of governance in the theory and practice of public management triggered a discussion about the relevance of this term which, according to some researchers, has a strongly intuitive character (Frederickson 2004) . As a result, a definition of governance is missing and the term could be perceived as unclear -one may ask whether it refers to the organizational structure of public administration, administration processes, management evaluation, incentive systems, administrative philosophies or maybe is the combination of all these elements. This doubt has been reflected in the literature where a number of meanings of the term governance can be found, including: governance as a retreat from the bureaucratic state to the third-party government (Milward, Provan 2000 , Salamon 2002 , Frederickson 1997 , Rhodes 1997 An interesting angle for describing governance has been proposed by Rhodes (2006) who coined the notion of governing without government. Rhodes stated that the state being hollowed out was to be replaced by a new, uneasy to classify form of government: "Governance based on self-organizing networks will challenge governing abilities as networks are autonomous and resistant to top-down management. They become first examples of governing without government."
As Frederickson (2004) indicated, most features attributed in the literature to the term governance -networks and cooperation among units and individuals of different formal and legal status -are forms of institutional adaptation serving to meet the globally increasing interdependencies between people and organizations. This change of relations among governments, institutions of civil society, local governments and other actors involved in facing the problems of the public sphere has also been flagged as a core part of the notion of governance by Wilkin (2013) . As he indicated, governance is about creating institutional order in which economic and other forms of human activities are conducted.
Employing governance to characterize how states function also has, as in the case of economic organizations, an efficiency dimension. In this respect, it is not only about implementing decisions that have been made but about doing it effectively, i.e. bearing in mind the input and output ratio. The efficiency of public expenditure policies currently constitutes an important element of governments' legitimacy while it is still effectiveness which plays a dominant role in this respect.
A distinguishing mark of institutional structures working under the governance model is that they improve the efficiency of organizations or economic entities mostly because they generate positive impulses (to engage, to innovate, to change) and allow to make the most of the dispersed knowledge embodied in organizations and people in a certain place and time (Wilkin 2013) .
With the increase of importance of governance in the theory of public management, critical voices are also being raised that undermine the significance of the changes it brings (Frederickson 2004). According to Strange (1983 ) , governance is a simple replay of old academic discussions in a new attractive form. He indicated that while governance is becoming trendy, it does not deliver too much added value to discussions concerning public administration and that some academics, especially in Europe, use governance to overvalue their research projects. Others pick up the argument that the term governance is unclear and too broad and it is difficult to assign any particular meaning to it. There are voices, too, that governance has an emotional dimension -positive assessments of governance are due to anti-bureaucratic and anti-government sentiments and an aversion to limited government (Kernaghan, Marson, Borins 2000 , Osborne, Gaebler 1992 . It has also been raised that governance, rather than focus on core aspects of governmental systems, often concentrates on institutions that are not truly forming the public administration, i.e. non-governmental organizations, external suppliers -in short, on third parties.
Jessop flagged another issue that makes it difficult embrace governance: to the problem of finding an equivalent word in languages other than English. This problem applies to Poland, too. While a unified translation of governance is missing, it seems that the most relevant expression in Polish to reflect governance has been proposed by Jerzy Hausner who proposed współzarządzanie or, in a narrower meaning, współrządzenie (Oramus 2015) .
Despite this overall criticism, governance is undoubtedly an important term in the modern discussions about the future of public administration, particularly in the light of the emergence of forces and social phenomena that traditional examinations of politics, government and public administration are unable to embrace and explain. It follows the fact that new economic and social problems, including new ways of online communication, are often disrupting traditional legal frameworks. Governance is hugely important due to the serious incompatibility of legal systems on the one side and social, technological, political and economic on the other (Frederickson 2004) . The transformation of public management towards governance was partly triggered by the economic crises and the austerity policies.
Despite all its imperfections, governance constitutes the best response to the newly emerging social and economic environment. But to meet criticism that is being formulated, governance-focused researchers need to coin a unified definition. It needs to cover all the relevant aspects while not being too broad. This means that the definition, while describing what governance is, needs also to indicate what it is not.
In the struggle between New Public Management and governance concerning which one can best respond to modern challenges, it was a digital revolution that boosted the latter.
The emergence of Digital Era Governance
In line with digital technologies stepping in into every single aspect of the human life, a significant part of the population is changing the way it acts socially, economically and politically, with major consequences for the interactions between citizens and public administration.
The social effects brought by the internet and social media lead to far-reaching social, cultural and technological transformations (Dunleavy, Margetts 2013) This specific organizational culture is infiltrating the government and undermining old procedures. It is driving public administration into a new reality as the simple digitization of old bureaucratic models no longer works.
Since the 1990s and speeding up after 2000, the development of online public services has been influencing New Public Management. At the early phase of digital technologies (first computers, information and network systems), governments have often played the role of leaders in implementing new systems and applications (Margetts 1999) although this has not had a transformational effect on the whole system of public management. As Dunleavy indicated (Dunleavy, Margetts 2013) , digital technologies have not played any significant role after their initial implementation in public administration. In fact, IT operations have been outsourced to agencies and IT companies, pushing technologies out of administration.
What distinguishes the transformational role of the internet is its fundamental impact on various spheres of relations between governmental institutions and citizens and civic organizations. The expansion of the internet not only brings a technological effect, but also delivers a broad range of behavioral, cognitive, organizational, political, cultural changes related to the digital revolution. The internet made a difference as it has been absorbed by individuals and social organizations in a way that enabled them to act quickly and often in a more effective way than state organizations. The internet and mobile technologies accordingly made co-production and co-creation of public services possible on a scale that could not have been envisaged by the pioneers of the notion of governance back in the 1970s (Dunleavy, Margetts 2015) .
The way the internet impacts public administration has two dimensions: the individual and the collective. In the former it brings a form of isocratic ("do it yourself") administration where citizens manage public services in the way they now use online banking. In the latter, citizens co-create public services where they use government as a platform of ideas (the concept of a government as a platform) to co-create public policies. But despite the fact that the culture of internet and the system of values it delivers has a significant impact on the internal organization of government, digital environments of governments and citizens still remain significantly unmatched (Dunleavy, Margetts 2015) .
It is in this very context that in the mid-2000s the concept of Digital Era Governance (DEG) emerged as a model of public management containing the whole set of internetrelated changes and a central role of digital technologies. The fact that DEG embraced multidimensional social changes differentiated it from the New Public Management (Dunleavy et al. 2005) .
The concept of the Digital Era Governance is a subject of PhD research conducted by the author of this article at the Faculty of Economic Sciences, University of Warsaw, under the supervision of prof. Krzysztof Opolski.
The impact of digitization on governance within the model of Digital Era Governance can be analyzed from three perspectives:
• Reintegration -key DEG-related opportunities for the amelioration of public service lie in the reversal of fragmentation of public services that characterized NPM. Reintegration is however not a simple restoration of former centralization, it is rather a non-prescriptive and partly synthetizing response to NPM that leads to a simplification of processes and a decrease in costs, • Needs-based holism -simplification and a change of relations between the public administration and citizens. A need for broader and more inclusive administrative areas results with a comprehensive transformation of processes, elimination of unnecessary elements, such as compliance costs, formal documentations etc. These changes result in an agile state which is capable of flexibly and quickly reacting to changes in the social environment, • Digitization changes -absorption of digitization leads to delivering public services fully online (an agency becoming its website) without intermediaries (zero-touch technologies).
DEG is not about any kind of technological determinism (Dunleavy, Margetts 2013 ) -the three DEG pillars have an organizational character which refers to the architecture of state administration (reintegration), focusing on citizens' needs (needs-based holism) and including cultural and social technology adaptation (digitization).
A DEG government acts in the build-and-learn mode, co-creating public policies and services in cooperation with citizens. The model also embraces feedback from citizens and takes it into account while delivering public services, making top-down administration irrelevant. Such processes are embodied in each phase of the system, allowing citizens to co-create public services effectively. It is the United Kingdom that is particularly advanced in conducting similar processes (Randomized Controlled Trials) in public administration thanks to its Behavioral Insights Team. Singapore is also trying to catch up with the UK in this respect (Dunleavy, Margetts 2015) .
The increasing need for reintegration is also linked to austerity policies implemented by numerous governments in developed countries. Shared services and digital by default tools can be seen here as a means of achieving better policy results while using fewer resources, and of encouraging citizens to manage affairs on their own (Dunleavy, Margetts 2015) .
DEG and its more advanced version -EDGE (Essentially Digital Governance) -are bureaucratic models where technologies eventually gain a central place in the organizational structure of governments and public administration (Dunleavy, Margetts 2013) . They embrace practices and cultures arising from internet-related beliefs and ideas such as open source, digital rights, and even cyberanarchism and cyberutopism. Such a system of public management is linked to social changes in the same way in which learning is linked to experiencing on the individual level.
Essentially Digital Governance is based on two pillars (Dunleavy, Margetts, 2015) -the first one, focused on establishing a framework for the administration and public service design, includes the following rules::
• Deliver public services for free, • Use already existing digital information, • Do it once, • Grow scalable services in competition,
• Isocratic (DIY, do it yourself) administration. The second pillar provides a normative framework for policy-making and service delivery:
• Value equality of outcome over process, • Provide formal rights and real redress, • 'Keep the state nodal' obligation, • Experiential learning.
The development of EDGE is being limited by Weberian and New Public Management models still enjoying a dominant position in public administration practice. Some governments, mostly in Anglo-Saxon countries, are making an effort to catch up with citizens who are immersed in the digital world and use social media and online discussion platforms not only as a first source of information but also a more credible one than public administration in its current bureaucratic form. But a lack of sufficient expertise results in governments being unable to be connected to citizens and, as a result, losing their confidence (Dunleavy, Margetts 2015) .
The discussion about whether and how quickly DEG and EDGE could be implemented continues among practitioners and researchers influenced by New Public Management (Dunleavy et al., 2005) . While DEG partly reverses someNPM elements, it still refers to NPM. Accordingly, one of the scenarios being discussed is the emergence of a digital version of New Public Management which could be only selectively embracing DEG. There is a risk, however, that in this option reintegration of administration structures could rather lead to staff reductions and in this way could not tackle the vertical agency silos. This could lead to the questioning of DEG-related transformation and improvement of public services. Another risk is that that politicians and policy makers start implementing simultaneously contradictory elements of DEG and NPM. It cannot be also ruled out that policy makers, trained in the NPM model, would be implementing DEG so slowly that the distance between modernization processes and government institutions could deepen further.
Question marks concerning DEG implementation are also being formulated by organizations advocating for strict privacy rules when storing and using large amounts of personal data (Dunleavy et al. 2005) . Also, centralization/de-centralization and agencification/ de-agencification phases could be interpreted by some as inevitable cycles, and not as a fundamental and irreversible change in public management practice. DEG must be followed by the internal and external opening of governments leading to a much less complicated institutional and political set-up characterized by simplification, automation of daily bureaucratic work and flexibility in delivering services. This is due to the fact that, in the modern world, public administration operations need to be closely linked to the increasing autonomous capabilities of citizens in self-management of problems in social spheres.
Conclusions
In many countries, government structures and operations still resemble the 19th-century model characterized by collecting paper documentation. In some countries current systems of public administration are an "eclectic mix" of the Weberian model with elements of New Public Management and Digital Era Governance (Dunleavy, Margetts 2015) . Since the 2000s the bureaucratic models in which digital technologies are at their centers are becoming reality but there is no certainty whether a full implementation of Digital Era Governance is possible.
